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LETTER G 
JAMIE D. TUCKER 

 

Response G-1 The comment is noted. This comment does not raise significant environmental points that would 
affect the adequacy of the EIR. Muting or decreasing geomorphic processes including meander 
migration of the Sacramento River is not a project objective. While it is possible that the river 
bank will continue to erode, this project does not prevent or impede efforts by others to maintain 
components of the site, including bank stabilization. 

Response G-2 This comment does not raise significant environmental points that would affect the adequacy of 
the EIR. The comment characterizes vegetation patterns and geomorphic features, including areas 
undergoing erosion, depicted in Exhibit 3-5. 

Response G-3 This comment does not raise significant environmental points that would affect the adequacy of 
the EIR. As noted in Response G-1, muting or decreasing geomorphic processes including 
meander migration of the Sacramento River and/or stabilizing the site or eliminating flooding are 
not project objectives. While it is possible that the river bank will continue to erode, this project 
does not prevent or impede efforts by others to maintain components of the site, including bank 
stabilization. Additionally, the site currently floods on a relatively routine basis and this project is 
not intended to change the frequency, magnitude, or duration of these naturally occurring events.  

Response G-4 This comment describes historical loss of land and trees resulting from erosion and blow down, 
and states that the loss of trees to blow down is not uncommon. As described in Responses G-1 
and G-3, muting or decreasing geomorphic processes including meander migration of the 
Sacramento River and/or stabilizing the site or eliminating flooding are not project objectives. 
While it is possible that the river bank will continue to erode, this project does not prevent or 
impede efforts by others to continue bank stabilization efforts. Loss of trees resulting from blow 
down may continue to occur; however, increases are not expected. 

With respect to the comment regarding the predicted meander migration direction at the Dead 
Man’s Reach site, the commenter is referred to Section 4.3, “Hydrology, Water Quality, and 
River Geomorphology,” and Impact 4.3-b. Geomorphic processes that dictate meander migration 
are complex and are influenced by multiple local, upstream, and downstream factors including 
channel scouring, bank stabilization efforts, migration in other locations, sediment transport and 
deposition, and changing flow regimes. Because hydraulic modeling used in the analysis indicates 
that changes in velocities associated with restoration of the proposed properties would be too 
small and localized to substantially alter existing channel hydraulics or lead to erosive forces that 
could substantially affect this already dynamic river system, changes in geomorphic processes 
resulting from the proposed project are expected to be less than significant.  

Response G-5 The comment is noted. The opinion expressed in the comment does not raise significant 
environmental points that would affect the adequacy of the EIR. The primary purpose of active 
restoration is to restore native riparian plant communities to the project sites. Passive restoration 
of the sites would likely result in invasive and other nonnative vegetation establishment. See also 
Section 7.2.3, “Alternative 2–Passive Restoration,” in Chapter 7, “Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR. 




